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V. D1SC USSIO;\" (V)

A, Wh)' are Lawful and Auth orlLt'd Actlvlttes x evertnetess Ca lled
't l napproprtate"? (U)

(U ) The Draft Report concl udes that the activities reviewed in this Project were
lawful and authorized (pages ii , 4, 13), It stales that within the authority confe rred by
Title X, Section 113 of the United Slates Code , "the Secreta ry owns the 000 Directives
gove rning (among others) Intelligence and Policy, and as long us Executive Orders or
other legal statutes are not violated, he hasthe latitude to inte rchange roles and
respo nsibilities" (page 34).

(0) Despite these conclusions. the Draft Report asserts that these same activities
were "inappropriate," in the D IG's opinion, beca use the "OUSD( P)" "products did ncr
dearly show the variance with the consensus of the Intelligence Commun ity and were. in
some cases, shown as intelligence products" (page 4 ).

(V ) It is somewhat difficu lt to unders tand how activities that admittedly were
lawful and authorized (i n this case by either the Sec retary or the Depu ty Secretary of
Defense) could nevertheless be characterized as "inappropriate" -- particularl y
considering alG 's concession that the Secretary (and by logical ex tension the Deputy )
may interchange roles and responsibilities within DoD prov ided no statu tes or executive
orders are violated. Thc Draft Report points to no laws, execu tive orders , DoD
directives, DoD instructions or DoD publications that provide any guide lines for what is
"appropriate" in this case. except for the Secretary's broad mandate under Title X. That
mandate leads to a conclusion that the activities reviewed were "appropriate."

(V) The Draft Repon is spare of analysis on why its reaches the opposit e
conclusion. The argument seems to be as follows:

(U) DIA oetenees to OCSD(P) reviewed the same intelligence infonnation that the
Ie had used when drawing Iej udgmcnts about links between Iraq and al-Qaida.
This wa~ app ropria te for policy formulation (page 12).

(\.11 Appr opriate polic y formulation. however, "evolved into Intelligence Analysi s
and eventually cul minated in the Intelligence Act ivity of Intelligence Production
with the creation of alte rnate intelligence asse ssments and dissemination whcn the
briefi ng was provided to the Secretary of Defense. Del. and members of the
Office of the Vice President and National Sec urity Counsel" (page 12).

(U) This supposed "evolution" was inappropriate because it led to performance by
"OUSD(P)" of "in telligence functions that are the responsibility of Defense
Intell igence" (page 14). the work products "did not clea rly show the variance with
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the consensus of the Intelligence Communi ty" (page -I). and the woO. products
" were, in 50fTIe cases. sh<N."T1 as intelligence products" (paij:e -I ).

(U) If '"OUSD( P)" did not consider the IC's uisting "judl;menl" about Iraq and al­
Qaida to be COITect, "QUSD(P)" should have used "exisling procedures" to ileta
second IC "Judgment" b)' requcsting "from t!leDefense lneelhgeree communily an
AlternativeJudgment" on that subject (pages 1).1-11 - instead of participating in
an OSD critique of the e\isting IC judgmenl as directedby the OSD. Such
"n istina procedures"art said to be found in two internal DIA policies cited in the
OTafl Report (0 1Policy r>;05. (l()-I and 005).

(U) It is apparenl from the above summu)·that the Draft Report' s conclusions
about "inappropnate" activitiesrest hea..ily on internal D1A policies dealing with
altemanve IC lS'i('Ssments and judgments. as well as lntelligence Community concepts
such as "Intelligence Activities," "Inlelligencc Production," "lntC" lIigencc Analysis." and
"intelligenceassessments." An examination of the OIA policies and relevant IC concepts
showl thai they do not apply to the acti vities reviewed here. Thus the- ass ertion thai the
activities were "inappropriale" cannot wilhstand analysis.

(U) Before turni ng 10 the analytical et'TOB in the Drafl Report, how ever, we
respectfully point out that the specific reasons on which the Draft Report rests its finding
of "inappropriateness" do not bear scrutiny.

(U) First, the Draft Report claims that the work products were inappropriate
because- they "did not clearly show the varian ce with the consensus of the Intelligence
Community." This fundamentally mischara cteri zes the purposeand nature of the work .
The central purpose of these activities was to look criticallyat existing Iework lindoffer
a different way of understanding the Ieinformation. Each version of the draft brie-fing
made this clear. The senior decision-makers briefed on this work (one of whom was the
DCI himselO did not need to be told thai it was at variance with the IC in some respects:
thai was inescapably obvious. Tbere are no facts to suggest Ihat any of' them drew any
conclusions or made any decisions whatsoever solely on the basis of the draft briefing.
without taking IC views into ecnsideraucn."

(U) Furthermore. there was 00 req uirememto specify in I d nafl work. product. no!
offered as I pf'OJ'OSCd action item, how it might vary from IC views. The situation would

OJ(V) II ..... I'Ol lhc plao.;c ofOL'S D!.PI In &ll) C\"Clll lo &f1lcu bllC WNl lhc Ie ~~lOSM .. u . ...t llo:h
would N\"C~!he fiB!~ ill -dcarly dIowlmallhc van&no;e- &llht Dralt Repon aucru 100u1dNW
been Gone 1t.. 'U up lo Iht Ie to &rtl<;Utatc ,ts CQIU.m.\US, If it~ one The DnA Rcporl llKlfllho. ,:ht
pltf&lls oflryl"ll to art ,o:WaICan ~IC O:<lr.KIl.WI

M for Ilw Ie . The Draft Reportpurporu to dtt.,....bc Wl:h &

~ but ..Iefl,. fa lls 10 mention :he 00', \TtICd, o:~ Ila tcrnerlU 1O('"ongrCQ _lhc lI'aq-&l.
Qaida I't'lallOfKblp T'llo.c satco:rIu .:lono! "4'P"JI'l the Onl\ Rcpx1 ·. C'harx!mQnon ofthc Ie"-" J2
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have been different if It'.e draft briefingwere pul forward in suppon of some proposed
action or decision. for example. a prClpC:U1 tha i the President make a speech to the Nation
describing a relationship between Iraq and al-QaKla. In such. esse. the maner would
have been discussed. at the least. by the Ikpulies Committee. All interested agencies
.... ould have been asked to provide their view. , in particular their comments on the draft
briefing and any other material offered in support of or against the proposed speech. The
IC would have hadample opportunity to articulate 00....' i15 ,'ie-A- s did or did not vary from
the draft briefing. There would have been no needfor -oL'SD<P)~ to do Ihat; indeed. the
IC would no doubl have objected strenuously to the idea of having another agency
describe how its views might vary from those depicted in the draft briefing. Obviously,
nothing of the sort happened here,

(U) Second, the Draft Report asserts that the work .... as "inappropriate" because
r.ome of it ....·as "shown as intelligence products." There are no facts whatsoever to
support this statement. The Draft Report only gives one example. the July 25, 2002
internal staff memo (done in prt'paration for the draft briefing). discussed at length in Pan
tv ebove. That memo argued that the IC had sufficient informalion to make an
intelligence finding that Iraq had been "complicit in supporting al-Qaida terrorist
activities." The Draft Reportmiscbaracierizes this memo as an "OUSD(P)" intelligence
assessment. In fact it W !lS nothing more than a starr member's opinion that the l C should
make an intelligence finding.

(U) Thirdthe Draft Reportconsiders the work reviewed inappropriate because it
amounted to "intelligence functions that are the responsibility of Defense Intelligence."
We explain below why the work was not "intelligence functions," Rut even accepting
that characterization for discussion purposesonly. the Draft Report in this respect
Contradicts its own admission that the Secretary "has the: latitude to interchange roles and
responsibilities" in managing the Department so long as no statutes or executive orders
are violated. The Draft Report fails to explain why it was inappropriate for the Secretary
and Deputy Secretary 10 exercise that latitude in this case. If the DIG believes the
Deputy inappropriately used his latitude to assign this work to non-IC staff members. and
the Secretary and Deputy misused their latitude to direct thatthose staff members share
this work outside the Department. il is incumbenl on the DIG to lay so directly and 10
explain why i1 holds this opinion. IIis nOC sufficient for the OIG simply 10 fault
HOUSD<Pf with engaging in 'Snappeopriate' bc'haviOf because two Policystaffers did as
told by tht' Secretaryand DePUIY. and let it go at tha t.

B, Dt\ ·s OJ Polle)· :'\0$. 004 and 60S 1>0 :'\01Apply 10 :'\on·IC Offices Directed by
Senior DoD leaden 10 Critiq ue Inldlia,ence Communll) Work (U)

(U) The Draft Rc.'pOrt cites Policy xes.004 and 0(15 developed by D1A 's
Directorate for Analysis and Production. Tbese internal policies k1 out guidelines and
procedures for DlA analysts ....ho wis h to propose, respectively, an ehernauve analysisor
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an altemeuve j udgment when they bel ieve thai they cannot reach a co nsensus with other
intelligence analysts on a particular issue . T~ Oraft Report erroneously characterizes
these internal DI policies as "the standard process of coo rdinating to obta in consensus
from the Intelligence Comrnunn y't that the D1A detailees 10 OUSD(P) sho uld have used
in this case (page 8). The Draft Report also erroneously describes these internal policies
as the "existing procedures" (page 14) that OUSD(P) shou ld use to "request that an
Alternative Judgment be produced by Defense Intelligence" ifO USD(P) believes that the
IC is incorrect on a given maner (page 13).

I. The latunsl DlA Politics Do ~ot Apply to DlA ~lember. Wblle Detai led
to Polle ) Po\i tioas Outside OIA's C hala of Co mmaad (V)

(V) The le.'11S of these internal DI policies arc rep roduced in full al Appendix A to
these comments. There is noth ing in either of ibem 10support the idea that they continue
to apply 10 OJA lIJIaly$1$ .... OO are deta iled to policy positions and .....ho are task~ 10 do
independent assessments for the express purpose of providing a non-IC crit ique . or
revie w, of IC vie.....s. It is ob\ious from the texts tha i they only apply to anaJysts ....·orking
....i thin the OIA chain of command and proposing .lternali\ 'e assessments or judgmentl.
in an intelligence capacity......ithin that chain cf command. DI Policy So. OOS. (or
example. provides Ihat "the analys t for.....anh ... through the immed iate Supervisor/Office
Senior lmeltigence Officer (SID) to the Group SIOIRcsearc h Director (RD). The
Supel"\'isorslOffice SIOs revie w ,.. for format lind completeness . The Group SIOJRO
reviews ... to ensure it accuratel y describes the competing analyses." etc. This process
has no relevance to a situation such as the peeseru.where thc Deput y Secretary
specificall y direct ed thai he wanted an alternative look at the Ie's .....ork from outside the
IC and was not seeking to develop a consensus.

2. The Inter na l DIA Policies Co nta in ~o Proced ure for an IC C e stc mer to
Obtain a n Alternative IC J udgm ent. Wh ich in an)' Ca,e is not What the USU
Soughl Her e (V )

(U) S eithe r of these internal 01 polic ies contains any proced ure (or an Ie
cus tomer. such as O USD(P). to request an "altemanve judgment" from the OfA if the
cus tomer considers an existing IC j udgment to be iocOl'TC'CI. While thC' Draft Report
inexplicably allows thai OUSD(P) "is nor ... required 10a.....ait fina l adjud ication or
production of an Atremerive Judgment from OIA" (page 13). thus raising the ques tion of
....-hy lhe " Alternative JudgrTlC'nt~ should be sought al all. the fact remains that lhese
lntemal DI polic~ do not pro\ide for a customer to make such a request. OnC' ....ill
search the texis in vain for C\'C'O !he slightest hint of IUCh a procedure.

(V) The very notion that a customer mould til the IC for an alrematwe
intelligence judgment if it dislikes the judgment already given is bizarre on its face. Such
IIrequest would inevitably bring downII firestorm of cri ticism thal1he customer .....as
3ltempting to "politicize" intelligence or "pressure" the inte lligence analysts into
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changing their assessments. In any event, the Depu ty Secretary in the present matter
expressed no wish for an "alternative judgment" from the Ie. which is undoubtedly why
the staffers responding to his tasking did not seek one. And he expressly direc ted that the
objective of the wort was not to dc\'elop a consensus product but rather to see hOIA
co mpeti ng arguments might stand up in an exchange of views with the Ie,

J . T he Inter na l D1 A Polld n Were :'\01Coord lna led or Published .5 Wou ld
Han Bun Req uired I(lnte ndtd 10 Ap~~' Out Ide OJA (t.:)

(V) There is no basis for assert ing that the DI internal policie s an: applicable 10

DoD as a whole or to OU SO(P) in particular , To the contrary. these policies have not
bee n published; they have nOI bee n disseminated to OV SD(P) or, so far as we knew ,
elsewhere in the Department outside DIA; and they have not been presented to OUSD(P)
for review or coordination,

(V) Guidanc e that is intended to have Departmental applicability falls within the
require ments o f DoD Directive S o, S025.J. " DoD Directives System," July 27, 2000 , as
reiss ued July 14. 200t Sect ion 4,1 of this directive articula tes a DoD policy 10mainta in
"a single, streamlined, uniform sys tem govern ing the preparation. coordinatio n. appmnl.
pub lication. dissemi nation. implnnentation , and internal review of DoD issuances . .. ,"
Proposed DoD issuances "shall be formally coordinated to sol icit the views of the Heads
of the DoD Compo nents" (Sect ion 4..$). All DoD issuances "must be coonhnated with
the General Cou nsel. DoD. the Inspec tor General. DoD, and the Director of
Administrat ion and Management" {Section 4..$.1). The Heads of 000 Components
"shall review and coo rdinate on propo§ed DoD issuances relevant to their min ions"
(Sec tion SA),

(V) Sothing of thc sort was done with regard to 01 Policy Nos, 004 and 005.
They have no applicability to O VSD(P), They are not "e xisting procedures" that
OUSD(P) should have, or cou ld have. followed in the pre sent matter. The Draft Report ' s
recom mendation that they be followed as "existing procedu res" in the future is
unfounded and inappropriate,

C. -l ntt'IIi~t' net' Aeth ·ili n" Co n !lIule a Prcces l'sl n~ All Kt'~· t:Jt'mt'nts or
Ince lli~t' nct' Work By Inlt'lligenct' A~t'ncks (U)

(U) As thc guidanc e cited by the Draft Report (pa i:e 4-5. Appendix. H) and other
relevant authori ties make clear. " Intelligence Activities" involve the entire precess by
which intellig ence agencies tum information into a product that inrelbgence co nsumers
can use, They do nOl encompass the type of work reviewed here ,

(V) In asserting ot herw ise, the Report relics primarily on DoD Directive No ,
5240,1, "0 00 Intelligence Activities, Apri l 25. 1988. lind DoD Directive No, 5105,21.
" Defense Intelligence Allency (D1A)," February 18. IQQ7. O f these. only noD Directive
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So 5240.1 (Section 3.1) contains a definition cfvlntellige nee Activities- which is as
follows:

"Intelligence acli\'ities, The collection. production . and dissemination of foreign
intelligence and counterintelligence by DoD intelligence components authorized
under reference (b) ."

(U) "Re ference (b)" is Executive Order 12333. " United States Intelligence
Activ ities," December 4. 1981. Section 3..;(e) of which defin es "int elligence activities" as
"811 activities that agencies within the Intelligence Community are authorized to conduct
pursuant to this Order." Section 3.4(1) defines " Intelligence Comm unity and agenc ies
within the Intelligence Community" as "the following agencies or organizations," among
which the Office of the Secre tary of Defense and the Office of the Under Secretary of
Defense do not appeur .

(U) DoD Duecnve No. 5240.1.Section 3.4, similar ly de fines " DoD inlelligence
components" a5 1 a )1I DoD Components conducting intelligence activities, including" a
list of nalTlC'd DoD elements among \\ilich. again . the Office o f tbe Secretary of Defense
and the Office of the Under Secretary ofOcfense do not appear. In contrast Section 2.1
of 000 Directive No . 5240.1 does define "DoD Components" to include the Office of the
Secretary of Defense . Thus ibe Directive carefully dis tinguishes - all DoD Ccmpcoenn"
from "DoD Components conducling intell igence acti vities." In cceseqcence.the
Directive' s Section 3.1 definit ion of-Intelligence Activ ities" by its terms only
encompasses "DoD intelligence components:' not vall DoD Components. "

(U) The above definitions make clear Ihat " lntelli gence Activities" constitute a
process thai entails collection, production "and" (not r or"} disse mination o f foreign
intelligence or counterintel ligence as conducted by intelligence age ncies, and nol
assessments or critiques by non-intelligence offices.

(U) Various defimtions in Joint Publication 1..02. DepartmentolDefenJf!
DicliOflaT)' ofMilitary and Associated Tf!rms ( 12 April 200 1. as amended through 16
October 20(6) ("JP I-Or) also demonstnte thallhe term " Intelligence Activities" should
be understood as a process of actions and operations conducted by the Intelligence
Community 10 produce an intelligence product for consumers, For example, according 10

JP 1"{)2:

"intelligence" means "[tjhe product resulting from the collect ion, process ing,
integrat ion. analysis . evaluation, and interpretation of available information
ccocemmg fc resgn countries or areas" OP 1..02 at 268};

"intelligence process" means "[tjhe process by which information is convened
into intelligence and made available 10 users, Tbe process cons ists of six
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interrelated intelligence operations: planning and direct ion. co llection. processing
and exploitation, anal ysis and production. dissemination and integration. and
evaluation and feedback " OP t -02 at 270); and

"intelligence community" means "(alII departments or agencies of a gove rnment
that are concerned with intelligence activi ty. either in an oversight. managerial.
support. or participatory role" (J P 1-02 at 269 ).

(U) x one o f the above definit ions accurately describe the cr itical ass essment of Ie
infonnation by OSD staff members that is the subject of this review .

D. Alttn atln or Critical AntlS muts of Ie Inrormadon and Ie J udt ments b y
Non-Ie OffictSArC' :\ot " Inlellixenct AClhilits" (Lf)

(U) As the above definitions of " Intelligence Activiti es" and related terms make
clear. sucb activities consist of tbe ent ire process of actions and operations conducted by
intelligence agencies to produce an intelligence product for consumers. It is inconect to
select one or a few acti\; tics that art' pan of the "i ntelligence precess" and characte rize
those selected activities as " Intell igence Activities" even wben conducted by non- IC
policy elements or govern men t.

(U) The definit ions or -Inld ligcnce Activities" and relat ed terms do not
encompass an alternative or critical ana lysis. evaluation. interpretation or assessment by a
non- IC office, such as OSD or OUSD<P), of infonnation provided by the Intelligence
Community. In this con text, the "a nalysis:' etc. is merel y an independent review by a
non-H; organiza tion, or in the present case by several non-If 050 staffers, of lC
info nnation pro vided by the IC . In co nducting this revie w. the non-IC organization may
even exercis e independent j udgment about the meaning or significance of the intelligence
information provided by the Ie. This act of independent judgment by the non-If
organizalion does not constitute "Intellige nce Activities" under any of the above
defi nitions or an y common-sense understanding.

(U) The mere fact that the "intelligence ptOCCS$" con ducted by the: Inte lligence
Communi ty includes but is norlimited to "ana lysis" and" dissemination" does not mean
that a policy organ ization is conducting "I ntellig ence Activities" ifi t independently
"analyses" intelligence informa tion provided by the Ie and then " dissem inates" the
resu lts of its analys is. To assert such a proposition is akin to asscrtina: that "cow..s have
four legs and give milk. there fore. all four- legged animals that give milk art co ws."

(U) The Draft Report cites the defi nil ion of-Inte lligence Production" found iTl
DoD Directive So. 5105"21 in an effort to chara cteriz e O USD(P ) activities as
"Intelligence Activi ties" But the actual definition does not support this argument.
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(U) The term "Intelligence Production" as defined in Directive :'010. 5105.21 does
not apply to any activities under review here. Paragraph E2.1.3 of the Directive provides:

'' In.teJU gence Prod\lctjQn, The validation, correlation, analysis, and interpretation
ofin formation on foreign intelligence and counterintelligence topics. including the
use of automated data bases and the presentation and dissemination of the results."

This definition, just as the related definitions discussed above, makes clear that
"Intelligence Production" is the full process of validation, correlation, analysis,
interpretation. presentation and dissemination, It is • distortion of the definition to assert
that. single activity, such as analysis or interpretation, constitutes "Intelligence
Production."

M In the present matter; the draft briefing and work done to prepare it ....en
nothing more than a critical reviewof intelligence information already produced by the
Ie . The work presented a fresh assessmentof ho\l, that information might be undc:nt ood
if certain Q prion' assumptions about lack efcooperation between secularists and
fundamentalists were avoided. At the very least the work under rev-iew involved no
validation or correlation, as those tasks had already been done by the Ie as part of its
"Intelligence Production." The attempt to stretch the definition of"Intelligence
Production" to include the critique onc reports and products by a non-H' office simply
does not w ork .

E. OCSD(P) Old Not Produce or Disseminate "Inlelllgeace A'u'u mut," or
"Intelligence Aul)',ls" «(.1)

(U) The Draft Report asserts (e.g., page 4) that thedraft briefing on the
relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida and the July 25, 2002 memo preliminary to the
briefing were ''OUSD(P)'' "alternative intelligence assessments," and that this work
"evolved into Intelligence Analysis" (page 12). The work reviewed was not "intelligence
assessments" or "Intelligence Analysis" under any reasonable understanding of those
terms.

(U) Neither the Draft Report.. nor any of the authorities mentioned then: or here.
defines thc term "intelligeeee assessment," Nordo they define the term "Intelligence:
Analysis" despite the DnIft Report's use of capital letters. But extrapolating from the
imelligence-related definitions discussed above. it seems reasonable to suggest that
'"intelligence assessments" and "Intelligence Analysis" are assessments and analysts by
intelligence ageneies about the meaning and significanceof information acquired by
them during the six-part "intelligence precess" of "planning and direction, collection,
processing and exploitation, analysis and production, dissemination and integration, and
evaluation and feedback" (JP 1-02 at 270). It follows that "intelligence assessments" and
"Intelligence Analysis" are disseminated by intelligence agencies and are clearly
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identified as the "assessment" or "analysis" of the issuing agency or intelligence
community. Thus, intell igence consumers will know that they have the "assessment" or
"analysis" of that agency or community on the matter at hand as opposed to someone
else 's assessment or analysis.

(V ) Nothing of this sort took place in preparing and presenting the draft briefing in
question. As Part IV (Facts) above explains in detail. the July 25. 2002 memo was an
internal doc ument done in preparation for a briefing that the Deputy Secretary had
directed his Spec ial Assistant and two DIA deta ilees work ing in the Polic y organization
to put toge ther for the Secretary of Defense. The memo did not pre sent any "i ntelligence
assessment" or "intelligence finding" or anything that cou ld reasonably be characterized
in that way. The memo did argue that there was a case to support an " Intelligence
Finding" that Iraq had been ccmplicit in supporting al-Qaida terrorist activities. But this
obviously was a suggestion that the Intelligence Com munity should make such an
"Intelligence Finding: ' since neither the memo's author nor OUSD<P), the Deputy
Secretary or the Secretary were capable of making an "Intelligence Finding,"

(U) As Part IV above also explains, the draft briefing likewise contained no
"intelligence assessments," " Intelligence Analysis" or anyth ing that could reasonably be
so described. Each version of the draft briefing was marked as "draft.. or "draft working
papers ," Each time the briefing was given, it was well known to all in attendance Ihat the
briefers were not speaking for the Intelligence Community but, to the contrary, were
presenting an alternati ve or critical ana lysis of information provided by the Intelligence
Community. The analysis intentionally took a different approach from some of the IC
analysis. because of the Deputy Secretary 's direction to avoid the a priori assumption
that secular Baathists and Islamic fundamenta lists would never cooperate and to examine
how the intelligence infonn ation might be understood in the absence of that assumption.
It would be preposterous to suggest that the dra ft briefing was an effort to usurp the role
of the Ie, Of that anyone was misled into believing that the draft brie fing purported to
express "in telligence assessments" or "Intelligence Analysis" on behal f of the IC or
anyone else.

(U) Moreover, whateve r the July 25, 2002 memo and the draft briefing may have
been. they most certai nly were not "OUS D(P)" assessmen ts or conclusions, as the Draft
Report repeatedly asserts. As Part IV (Facts) discusses in detail, these work products
were never described or presented as an approved OUSD(P) or 0 50 position, all versions
of the briefing were marked "draft" or "draft working papers," the l!SDP introduced the
draft briefing to the DCI staling that it wa s merely one way oflooking at the underlying
intelligence and not necessarily the correct way, and the draft briefing itself was done ar
the Deputy Secretary's dire<:t;l7ln . The draft brie f ing and wnrk leading tn it were not
initiated by "O USD< P)," notwithsta nding that two of the three authors happened at the
time 10 be working in the Policy organization on detail from DIA.
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(U) The Draft Report seems to argue that the two DlA detailees continued to
function as intelligence analysts even though detailed 10 Ol:SD(P) and therefore their
activities in OUSD(P) "constituted intelligence analysis and in at least several cases,
intelligence production, which was not one of USD(prs specified functions in DoD
Directive 51I I.'" (page 6). This contention cannot withstand scrutiny. If it were correct,
OSUD(P) could never obtain intelligence analysts on detail from DIA without
committing "inappropriate" "Intelligence Activities." How to character ize work done by
detailees depends on the substance of what they actually do while detailees, not on the
nature of their duties in their home agencies. As demonstratedabove, the work in
question here did not fall within any of the definitions of "'ntelligence Activities" and did
not constitute "intelligence analysis."

(U) The Draft Report also seeks to support iLS claim that OUSD(P) produced
"alternative intelligence assessments" by referring to "confirmation" in interviews that
the D1A detailees "conducted independent intelligence analysis resulting in analytic
conclusions and products" (page 6). According to the contemporaneous written record.
however. at least one of the DIA dctailees said that "[a]; no point did I prepare lin
intelligence estimate or publis~. anything I had written" during her involvement in the
work under review. In any event, the terminology that individuals in informal intervie.....s
may have used or acquiesced to, advenently or inadvertently, cannot alter the nature of
the work they actually did or did not do. In this case they did not produce or disseminate
"intelligence assessments" or "Intelligence Analysis" on behalf ofOIJSD{P) or anyone
else.

F. The Relevanl Orders and Dlreetlves Desc:rlbe Intelllgenc:e Roles and Ac:tivilies.,
Th ey Do Not Proscribe Policy Activities (t:)

(U) The Repon refers to definitions from DoD guidance dealing with intelligence
agencies and intelligence activities. It endeavors to apply these definitions to policy
activities undertaken for policy purposes within OSO. In so doing, the Draft Report
transfonns these definitions into restrictions on what policy offices may appropriately do.

(U) There is no authority to support the view that definitions describing the
activities of intelligence agencies also apply to policy offices, or constitute limitations or
prohibitions on the activities that policyoffices may appropriately conduct. To
demonstrate the fall acy of that thinking, one need only return to the relevant definitions.

(V ) As discussed above, DoD Directive No. 5240.1 (Section 3.1) defines
"Intelligence Activities" as:

"The collection. production, and dissemination of foreign intelligence and
counterintelligence by DoD intelligence components authorized under [Executive
Order 12333]."
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(U) Executive Order 12333, "United States Intelligence Activities:' December 4,
198 1, Section 3.4(e), defines "intell igence activities" as " all activities that agencies
within the Intelligence Community are authorized to conduct pursuant to this Order."
Section 3.4(t) defines "Intelligence Community and agencies within the Intelligence
Communit y" as "t he following agencies or organiza tions," among which, as noted above,
OSD and OUSD(P) do not appear.

(U) 000 Directive No. 5240.1. Section 3.4, similarly defines "DoD intelligence
components" as "[a ]1I DoD Components conducting intelligence activities, including" a
list of named 000 elements among which , again as noted above, OSD and OUSD(P) do
not appear. But Section 2.1 of 000 Directive No. 5240, 1 does define "DoD
Components" to include the Office ofthe Secretary of Defense. Thus, as also noted
above, the Directive distinguishes "all DoD Components" from "Do D Components
conducting intelligence- activities." In consequ e-nce, the Directive's Section 3. 1definition
ofvlntelligence Activities" by its terms only encompass es "DoD intelligence
components," nol "all DoD Components:' as discussed above.

(U) The above definitions make two things clear about " Intelligence Activities" ;

I. They constitute a process that entails collection, production "and" (not
"or") disseminat ion of foreign intelligence or counterintell igence, and

2. They are activ ities conducted by intelligence agencies, and not policy or
other assessments or critiques by non-intelligence offices, even if these
activities have similarities with "intelligence activities" perfonned by
intelligence "agencies" or "components."

(U) The Draft Report in effect expands the definition of "Intelligence Activi ties"
contained in Directive 5240.1, Section 3.1, by dropping the restrictive clause "by DoD
intelligence components authorized under IE. O. 123331_" In other words, by asserting
that OUSO{P) (admittedly not a "Do D intelligence component") engaged in "Intelligence
Activities," the Draft Report obviously regards those activities as something that can be
done by an entity that is not an "intelligence component:' The Draft Report thus appears
to define "Intelligence Activi ties" as "the collection , prod uction, and dissemination of
foreign intelligence and counterintelligence" simply, regardless of by whom or what.

(V) This re-definition not only is incorrect on its face but in practice would lead to
absurd results, as reference to the definition of "foreign intelligence" demonstrates. The
term "foreign intelligence" appears in the definition of "Intelligence Activities," l.e., the
"collection, production, and dissemination of foreign intelligence and counterintelligence
by DoD intelligence components authorized under" E.O. 12333. Both E.O. 12333
(Section 3.4(d» and 000 Directive 5240.1 (Section 3.2) define " Foreign intelligence" as
"in fcrmarion relating to the capabilities, intentions and activities of foreign powers,
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organizations or persons, but not including counterinteJligence except for information on
international terrorist activities,"

(U) This definition of"foreign intelligence" is quite broad. The New York Times,
for example, routine ly engages in the collection (gathering and reporting), production
(writ ing and editing) and dissemination (publication) of information relating to the
"capabilities, intentions and acti..'ines of foreign powers. organizations or persons," In
the same vein, State Department Foreign Service officers, stationed both abroad and in
Washington, constantly, through their contacts with foreign official s and others, learn
about the "capabilities, intentions, and activities of foreign powers, organizations, or
persons"; they report this information, which is used by the regional and other bureaus of
the State Department to produce memoranda containing assessments and policy
recommendations. which , in tum, are disseminated to officials throughout the
government. Thus. ifone were to accept the Draft Report 's modification of the definition
o("intelligence activities," one would have to conclude that the New York Times and
State Department Foreign Service officers routinely engage in "in telligence activities."

(U) Similarly, OUSD(P) routinely deals with "infonnati on relating to the
capabili ties, intentions, and activities of foreign powers, organiza tions. or persons," For
example:

• (U) Policy personnel routinely meet with foreign counterparts, at both the leadership
and desk officer leve ls. These encounters occur at international meetings and
conferences, fonna l defense bi-Iateral consultations, and formal or informal one-on­
one meetings. During such meetings. policy personnel acquire "foreign intelligence"
information which is typically recorded in Memoranda for the Record, e-mails, etc ,

• (U) In addition, policy personnel seek out other sources of information about "the
capabilities, intentions, and activities of foreign powers. organizations, or persons,"
for example. by attending academic or other conferences, or by talking to
knowledgeable academics or other non-government experts on relevant subjects,

• (U) On the basis of this information and other sources (including "open source"
intelligence, diplomatic reporting, as well as intelligence reports ), Policy personnel
prepare memoranda containing their analyses of foreign situations and associated
policy recommenda tions. Almost all the work of reg ional offices, and much of the
work of functional offices, deals with "the capabilities, intentions, and activities of
foreign powers, organiza tions, or persons."

• (U) These memora nda are disseminated within OUSD(P) , to the Joint Staff and other
000 components. 10 the Defense Department leadership and 10 interagency
colleagues .
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(U) Ifthis and similar activity were to be considered "Intelligence Activities," then
attempting to follow the Draft Report's recommendation that "internal controls" be
established to ensure that "Intelligence Activities" are not performed within OUSD(P)
would be tantamount to shutting down OUSD(P) altogether.

(U) In fact, the guidance and authorities discussed here and in the Draft Report
impose no restrictions on activities involving analyses. evaluations, assessments, critical
reviews, or even altemativejudgments by non-Ie offices. not even if the subject of such
analyses, etc. is intelligence reporting or intelligence products furnished by the IC, nor
even if such analyses, etc. lead to judgments about intelligence information furnished by
the IC that differ from the Ie's judgments about the same information.

(U) Wherc the relevant guidance intends to prohibit or regulate activities by non­
iC offices, it does so in clear terms, and in only two instances: the prohibition on
engaging or conspiring to engage in assassination (E.O. 12333, Section 2.11; DoD
Directive No. 5240.1, section 4.4); and the prohibition on all 0 00 Components from
conducting or providing support for the conduct of special activities except as the
Directive otherwise provides (0 00 Directive No. 5240.1 Section 4.3). Other than these
two cases, the relevant guidance does not proscribe any activities by ncn-Ic offices. In
particular it lacks any limitation on analyses or assessments by Policy offices of
Intelligence Community information and products. There is no basis for characterizing
the admittedly lawful and authorized work under review as "inappropriate."

VI. OUSD(P) NONCONCURRENCE (U)

A, With the Findings oftbe Draft Report (U)

(U) For all the reasons stated in these comments. OUSD(P) does not concur in any
finding expressed in the Draft Repon except the finding that the activities reviewed were
lawful and authorized. and specifically does not concur in incorrect assertions (e.g., at
pages 4 and 14);

• (U) That OUSD(P) "developed, produced and then disseminated alternative
intelligence assessments on the Iraq and al-Qaida relationship, which were
inconsistent with the consensus of the Intelligence Community, to senior decision­
makers";

• (U) That the actions reviewed were allegedly "OUSD(P)" activities;

• (U) That the actions reviewed were allegedly "inappropriate given that the products,
did not clearly sho..... the variance with the consensus of the Intelligence Community
and were, in some cases, shown as intelligence products";
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• (U) That there was an alleged "expanded role and mission of the a OSD(p) from
Defense Policy formulation to alternative intelligence analysis and dissemination";

• (U) Thai anything inappropriate occurred because "OUSD(P) lacked the management
controls to ensure that Intelligence Activities were not performed,and that when
Policydisagreed with the Intelligence Community, products produced by Policy
clearly showed the variance with the Intelligence Community";

• (U) Thai OUSD(P)had a responsibility to, but "did nOI provide ' the most accurate
analysis of intelligence' to senior decision-makers"; and

• (U ) That any OUSD{P) activities, in response to requests by the Deputy Secretary, the
Secretary of Defenseor otherwise,constituted "Intelligence Activities."

B. Witb Ibe Reeemmeadetiens of the Draft Report (U)

(V) For all the reasons stated in these comments, OUSD(P) docs nOI concur in any
recommendationexpressed in the Draft Report, and specifically does hot concur in the
recommendations (page 14) that the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy:

"a. Establish internal controls so that ' Intelligence Activities' are nOI performed
within the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy" - as OUSD(P) did
not perform any "Intelligence Activities" and no such "internal controls" are
needed.

"b. If in its policy formulation role. there is disagreement with the Intelligence
Community consensus:

"(I .) Usc existing procedures within the Intelligence Community 10 request
an Alternative Judgment" - as existing IC procedures for producing
"alternative judgments" do not apply to non-IC offices and are irrelevant to
critiques by policy offices of IC work.

"(2.) Clearly articulate in policy products the Intelligence Community
consensus and the basis for disagreement or variance from the Intelligence
Community consensus" - as such a requirement would inappropriately
constrain policy work by requiring policy offices 10 vel every policy
product with thc IC in order to detcnn inc whether or net it disagreed or
varied with an IC "consensus" and - if it did .- to articulate the IC
"consensus" in the policy product.

(U) Accordingly, OUSDtP) has taken no actions. and plans none, in response to
the proposed recommendations.
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VII. CO:,\CLUSIOX (U)

(U) Bipartisan reports and studies by various commissions and congressional
committees since the 9/11 attacks have stressed the need for hard questions and
alternative thinking on the part of the Intelligence and Policy Communities alike . The
motivation behind such observations hasbeen a broadly held consensus that the
Intelligence Community suffered major failures in its assessments of several key threats
and issues before both the 911 1 attacks and the recent Iraq war . As the WMO
Commission wrcre.to quote just one such report :

"We conclude that good. faith efforts by intelligence consumers to understand the
bases for analytic judgments .. . are entirely legi timate . This is the case even if
policymakers raise questions because they do not like the conclusions or are
seeking evidence to suppo rt pol icy preferences. Those who must use intelligence
are entitled to insist that they be fully informed as to both the evidence and the
analysis."s3

(U) The conclusions in the Dra fi Report reflect a disturbing departu re from the
trend in all these reports and studies to encou rage the rype of alternative thinking that
motivated the work reviewed in this Project. By miseharacterizing that work as
inappropriate "intelligence assessments," the Draft Report fundamentally misinterprets
what the work actuall y was - namely, a critica l assessment by OSD, for policy purposes,
of Ie reporting and finished IC products on contacts between Iraq and al-Qaida. Such
concl usions, if sustained. would have a dampening effect on future initia tives challenging
intelligence assessments . The facts do not justify such conclusio ns.

(U) The work found "inappropria te" was an exercise in alternative thinking that
the second most senio r civilia n in this Department directed his subord inates to prepare
and brief to the most senior official of this Department. Th e latter , after receiving the
draft briefing, directed that it be shared with the DCI. when the Deputy National
Secu rity Advisor requested the briefing, the Deputy Sec retary 's office dire cted that it be
given to him. These are the activities that the Draft Repo rt characterizes as
"inappropriate," because it considers them to be "p rcducuon" and "dissemination" of an
"alternative intelli gence assessm ent" contradicting assessmen ts of the "ch artered­
intelligence community." If the OIG actually believes that it was inappropriate for the
Deputy Secre tary of De fense to have some non-K OSO staff members do a critical
assessment of some IC work on a subject of major significance for national security,
inappropri ate for the Secretary of Defense to share the OSO work with the DC I, and
inappropriate for the Deputy Secretary to share the work with the Deputy Nat ional
Security Advisor when requested by the latter, the 010 shou ld say so directly ins tead of

Jl (U) Comm/$SiO fl on the Inlelligence Capabilities of lhe UnitedSlates Regarding Weapc)ns ofMa.u
Delrucli'm. Reporl lO the President of the United Stales (31 March2OOS). p. 189.
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finding fault with subordi nate OSD offices and staff members who did as they were
instructed to do.

(U) The proposed recommendations would put a straightjacket on nOI only the
type of work reviewed here but also the large majority of work routinely done in OSD,
particularly in OUSD(P).

• (U) By having OUSD(P) 10 articu late the Intelligence Community consensus in
any policy products that may vary from an IC "consensus" and the basis for such
varianc e, the proposed recommendations wou ld inappropriately constrain policy
work. The y would require policy offices to vet every policy recommendation or
analysis with the Ie in order 10determine whether or not it disag reed or varied
with an IC "consensus." The proposed recommendations would also burden
policy offices with a requirement 10 articulate the Ie "consensus" when the Ie
itsel f should do so.

• (U) By having OUSD(P) to seck an "A lternative Judgment" from the Ie whenever
any OUSD(P) product disagreed with IC views, the proposed recommendations
would serio usly constra in and deter OUSD(P) personnel from artic ulating
alterna tive views about the same information on which the IC's assessments were
based.

• (U) By mischaracterizlng alterna tive reviews ofle work:as "Intelligence
Activities," the conclusions of the Draft Report would chill the vigorous debate
and hard quest ioning thai most observers have recognized as necessary to avoid
the types of intelligence failures experienced in the recent past .

(U) We strongly urge a reconsidera tion and major revision of the Draft Report and
the conclusions expressed therein .

?
Eric S. Ede lman _
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy
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h AJ("'10iulf5cit:llC)'. U above)to me oriJiutiq malyst, or (1) ntify1beJIJ for iaelUlion
ill allllppJOPriata proclDcan. SARB wiIIwork ill III ..,..tiled__ ill order fix- tilt AI 10t.
a:11dcd.ia~ already iI:ldrat\. TheSARBwiDi Dd a fl1IIm. of~ 10~
Dt, wbo will be 1be ft1IfJ aulhcrily OQ how ai1 AJ ..~

4. The~ _ of'lhi$altnDaiiv. juclp._ ptO<CU ;. 10~ !he:hj~ 'l;OJoI!ity
.lnIelliJCilCC, wbiIe--ma !halenrk.\l aJ~cjudpems are~dered Thc1lOftll&l~~Ii ....
proc;ns Ilbo\lId~most~ dill'ern.... well before thonealioo of III AI . 1hlII1p«i& ilUlIn of
lb. AI bmal isdc:sip:d to FVridc dile;ipIiM 10 the Jl'I'OCf'"o 'OItlik pnMdiiillJle M:Iliot"~
IlII!ic:ieIl1 iIlfomDtillll. 10l:IlUcIII iIlformecI deeisioo. oa W meritsof the lI temati_. 1'bc '*o(the
SIOsIAI>J &5~ revi--s. md !be Ovftshl of lbe DI-RD,. iDvisamc the 5enior IJl.to/ylie
~iD the ,.--~;"_-.y "'l'w..iq"Ar"_linJlho~ tIlle9( tbc:~

of.........,m· nd The I1lII'fIt rdIii:d the ristn to Sl.:!Imit ah<:mItiv.jIodpeilt$, =rorc:ed by thebIowlaSge
of. 0ItIb1isllld. Pf'OClC$$ 10 IUlIff~w faimeQ. All O!\he$o intr:rl4cd Cl\lk.OmeI OOlllbine
ImlIWd 11M lliti=1ICpLof~~"p.
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A.PPENDIX B: COM:MENTS ON DIG'S ASSWERS TO SENATOR L EVIN

(U) Q. 1. As explained in our commen ts, it is incorrect to attribute the briefing in
question to "the OUSD(P )." It is also incorrect to characterize it as an "intellig ence
analysis ."

(U) Q. 2. The Draft Report ignores the October 2002 letter from DCI Tenet to Chairman
Graham of the Senate Select Committee on Intel ligence and other DCI statements to
Congress, as discusse d in our comments. The Draft Report hence can not. and should not
purport to, judge the extent to which the Ie views as expressed in that letter (which says.
in ter alia, that "we have solid reporting of senior level contacts bet....een Iraq and al­
Qa 'ida going back a decade" and "credible information indicates that Iraq and al-Qa 'ide
have discussed safe haven and reciproc al non-aggression") were or were not compatible
....-ith the view that there was a "mature, symbi otic" relationship between Iraq and al­
Qa'ida." {SOle thai the briefing speaks of a " mature , sym biotic relatianship" and not of
the 'v mature, symbiotic' cooperation" attributed 10it in this answer (emphasis supplied).)

• (U) It is misleading to say . in the second paragraph of this answer, that the CIA
"later dismissed the alleged" Atta meeting, as if the CIA's later view rather
than its contemporaneous view is relevant to this ques tion. During the relevant
period in 2002, the CIA never went so far as 10 "dismiss" the alleged meeting.

• (U) The final sentence of the second paragraph of this answer ("Within the
OUSD( P), however, tbe di fferent concl usions [i.e., the alleged "higher degree
ofcooperation "] were 'entirely favored ' over the Intel ligence Community 's
views") has no basis within the Draft Report or otherwise.

• (U) It is misleading, ire the third paragraph o f this answer, to quote the August
2002 CIA report Slating that the CIA "could not document any joint
operational acti vity between Iraq and al-Qaide." None of the work under
review asserted that there had been any such activity .

(U")Q. 3. The Draft Report contai ns no analysis of the "underlying intelligence." Thus,
the assertion that the "alternative intelligence analys is that OUSD(P) produced" was only
partially supported by it is itself not supported.

• (U) There is no basis for asserti ng that the view that there was a "mature,
symbio tic relationship" between Iraq and al-Qa 'ida "was based prima rily on
the alleged 8-9 Apri I 200 ! meeting in Prague between Mohammed Ana and al­
Ani." In fact, that view was based on a series of intelligence reports .

'0
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• (S!l\;'F ) The Draft Re ft ' , answer to this question

have no bearing on wbether statements made i:1 2002 wen: or were not
supported by !.he (then available) underlying intelligence.

(V) Q. 6. It is misleading to describe the briefing to the Deputy Au istanl to the
President for National Security Affairs (which the Vice President' s Chief ofStaff
attended. at least in part } as a "briefing 10 the Office of the Vice President." It is
tendentious 10 describe the Au. slide as "previously unseen," as the slide did not
previously exist. 11 is incorrect 10 assert, as this answer does. that this new slide
presented the alleged Alta meeting "as fact" (page 27). Nowhere does the slide describe
the meeting as "fact." To the contrary. the slide repeatedly uses phrases such as "Czech
service reports that Ana visited . .. ... "despite press reports of conflict ing infonnation.
Czech Interior Minister . , . sunds by pm;ous Czech reporting," M Atul reportedly held
meetings... ," and "Ana reportedly arrives in Prague ..

(V) Q. 1. There is no evidence that the authors of the Draft Report reviewed the available
intelligence on the relevant issues. Thus, it would appear that they are not in a position to
assert that the briefing in question was or was not supported by it.

• (V) It is incorrect to say thai the differences between the three versions "altered
the overall message presented to each audience." The Draft Report does not
discuss the -cverenmessage" ofeach version of the briefing and does not
analyze hew the "overall message" of one version relates to the "overall
message" of another version.

(U) Q. 8. The Draft Report endorses the questioner's view thai the "fundamental
problems" slide "undercut" rbe IC. The Draft Report provides no evidence that the IC
was in fact "undercut" or harmed in any way"', no explanation how this would have
happened, or what effects it might have had, if any. The implication is that the Ie may
not be criticized at all.

(V) Q. 9. The Draft Report's affinnative answer to this question is not supported by the
evidence provided, .....hich nowhere reviews the "evailab'e intelligence."

• The Draft Report does not compare the briefing's statements with the
statements by DCI Tenet in his October 7, 2002, letter to Senator Graham and
other statements to Congress. For example, OCI Tenet said thnt " We have
solid reporting of senior level contacts between Iraq and al-Qajda going back a
decade."

.. (U) Tbc~lcqnl dtalOlWY deflfliuon o£ ~WJderCl.d" 1$ "'to undemune~ de$troy the rcee.VlI1ur ~
effCClivcneu or (Webster 's " 'i11IJr Nf!">'CtIJl~Qtt DiClj~·).
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(U) Q. 10. The last sentence of the first paragraph of this answer ("The CIA was not
given advance notice or an opponunity to respond to the critique becau se the osn
considered it an internal OS D product") implies that somehow the OSD view was
questionabl e or incorrect. However. the product indi sputably was an internal OSD
product. and there is no reaso n why CIA should have been informed o f it. any more than
OUSD(P) was informed of me DIA memos of August 9 and 14, 2002. discussed on page
9 of this DraftRepo rt.
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L:~CLASSIFI ED

SECURITY A~D DECLASSIFICAllOS REVIEW BY OUSD(P) OF

20 DECEMBER 1006 DRAFT OF A PROPOSED REPORT
BY THE DOD OFFICE OF I:'OSPECTOR GENl-:RAL

REVIEW OF PRE-IRAQI WAR ACTiVITIES OF THE OFFICE OF T Ht:
tr.'ODE R SECRETARY OF DEFESSE FOR POLI CY (U)

PROJECT SO. 0200601:\.01-0077.0001

January 16, 2007

In response 10 the DIG' s request that OUSD(P) conduct a security review
of the above Draft Report as well as a declassification review of the information
presented, below areOUSD(P)'s recommendations with respect to information
thai originated outside of OUSD(P). Information for which OUSO(P) is the
Original Classification Authority has been declassified by the Under Secretary of
Defense for Policy (LJSDP), as indicated below:

p. 2, paras. 1,2, 3,4 and 5: declassified by USDP

p. 3, para. 1: declassified by USDP

p. 5, para. 3: declassified by USDP

p. 6, paras. 1,2 and 3: declassified by USDP

p. 6, para. 4: declassify only with Ie concurrence

p.7, paras. 1,2, 3 and 4: declassify only with Ie concurrence

p. 8, para. 3: declassified by USDP

p. 9, para. J: declassify only with Ie concurrence

p. 9, para. 3: declessifyied by USDP

p. 10, paras. 1, 2 and 3: declassify only with Ie concurrence

, Paragraph numbersro:- fCf 1Ofu/1panographs in lhc: Drl.fl Report. Thus. p. 10, para.. 1 refersto
the first fullpm. gr1Iph onpage 10. noc 10the OOlK:ludingpan of lheparagraph that began onthe
bonorn of page 9.

UNCLASSIFII.:D
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UNCLAS SIFIED

p. 12, para. 2: declassify only with nSD concurrence

p. 12, paras . J, 4 and 5: declassified by USD P

p. 25, para. 6: declassify only with IC concurrence

p. 26, paras. 2 and 4: declassify only with IC concurrence

p. 29, para. 3: declassify only with IC concurrence

p. 30, para. 3: declassified by USDP

p. 30, paras. 4 and 5: declassify only with IC concurrence

p. J I, para. 1: declassify only with Ie concurrence

2
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Defense Intelligence Agency (U)

S·i'lIi"/DR

T..

.~ F. FnF.r? "n l' !lR?' "ZIJ2011l 1J
Un l'~[ 1' 1 1-:1.1.1(;1-:'0: .\ (; t-: ' CY

OrfKC01 lhe ()C'ru!~ ln -pcctor ( ;':n('l'a1 " ... I Mldh~"n.:...
l'h J"r'. ' ''' <;encn l " f IIr Dcpartrreraot D..' len ",
~lfl _-\nn" :"0;1' " Dnvc. R.....m 7n~

A.rhnp,~ . VA' : 1:1I: ..r ; (lo:

It "1 Pn.-- If;af.j W;,u: ..\;;li n!i~... of 11:(' Otf..'C' Ill' lhe ' "nder
P,'II..·~

R~' IO:T~'lln' : fl", I)")£) I(i Or-til Propo-e d Rt'ron. Review or~.Ir""'l Wilt :\ c'ti, iU..-, "f ,he
O rY...-enlth.- I 'nder s.,.·' r.:t:Lr)· ,>f I It'll..':: I." !'"Ii.:y. l'rnil"':l ;'101 " . U20lltl!)I,\TOJ·
0077 lU I. d.ll..-d : lll ln: : l)ft,

I, ,,', 111..' Dd ..·n'<." Intd hllencc .-\ tlcr.c~ (DI:\ . !"1:\W""J Iho: [),.·p;&f1 mt nl ." D.:kn • l o l l D t

In, !"',:,,I,(i,'ncr:.]".. , 1(;I rfll!"''«.! repo rt on Ill.: ..uh i..·.: l I,,I'ic-. TlJo: r"I1"" injl: e rror tim,,,,,",,.
.Ill, l ""Wf'I aU"n.. <In: pro'\ ide,1for ~"UI" ,',m,iJ.:r'lliun

.. I I I<": I\I: r,1I Comme nt. A typo 'lpp.:;II' in lhe ntlc of lnF-f'T lJnin l l nld li ~" ll''''' T",l
h 'fw l\ ' ml\;llll1~ Terrort vrm in -cvcral p"-"a~(" , (j l"h"l1~ ,u t>,l il u t~ tbcter m"J"1Il1
I nt ,- IIi~'- Il " - Ta,l F,'f '"l' C"llml'>a tirt!!- Terronc m' for "J" im Imdlll"-u,'(' T,l, l Pore... '?
('Hml'>alinll Terrorism" throul' h" Ul the doc umcnt.

h. ' I I ( j,-ncr;lI {·ommc nt Thc dratl IG report <'(If.lain, futrly c ~ ! cn~IW L'eutrul tmc lIi):e." n,·,·
-\ ~.·I ' ;'·Y ,(' !.\, cquinc-, If Ihey haw fl,'t d" n,' ' n. D" l) ]O mll,t refer lhe." ,lrall rq ' ''" II' ('1:\

1", 1( " I" " pnor t tl a tinalcict crmm.mon of Ih f'·!.·"-c .

c, Il' , ( i,' I1l'fal ('" mm,' IIL D1A' , F" ro:"i lln Di''''minali ''11 (llfin ' foutnl Ull cla" lfi"d
illfol ll1ali,'n 1011lint: wnhin 1lI,\ e'luilk'. wrthone pov-rblc l' ~ "l"rli "l1 1111 paj:"" : .' · 2 ~ 11 ' le<.l
hd,'" \ 1' ''' 1"f the D I'\-" ' ''lI,' l :llCd p ortions, in the r...p"" marked 01' d .I,,<.if,,'J OIl" '" '·I1 'I1. ... n
I'>} '·' ,'m l. ;Iud arc aJdre" ,'tJ ,'\ tcn,j,<:! y in I"hcr cllf'<:ia l J . o<;unJ"nl<.. I.uo; h a, Ih,: lllld a.., jti..d
Senate Sd tl.·l L'omtmuee '~ l Intelligence ISS("I) rcpon-, _mcll!k' If'''1 Sun C) ( jr.,ur h n" l
K,-p"" h I I!'\<.' 111l1-ct.lr 01 Ce ntral [nl('rligcnn' , Til,' (("Ica,.: ,,1' tho.·"' ·\"M1I'\fl\. IIIa p"n ll'~l lei
1\'\,,>(1 w,." ld no ,. concntutc ··.:!I...... l.-...urc.. rC"',...'I\a l'>h C\['<",.-J tn ~ "u ...... ,J ,'Hu fiani,' .100ffiJl"· I"
!lOlll "[l"I .......·lI tll ~ I 'n,k l lh,' !crn"...1 E\ ' ....·Ull \ .· Ol'\lcr I ~·'~ l\ I'" .1Ilu' n.k J 2 .~ \ J;,r..h ::lnl l.
th,·...·\"lt1I"n~ ca nr.o" hi,.' da.~<'ltkJ ,md are.tnerctor c. ulll.·I"I.'I I1,·J

I "' '' IIt;\l11\ \!. I I)""IF. T ' c1 ~ 1~1 . , .
TIIN IMM"I \l1" T flITI l\IFS ' ''" ' <. ~lTn.,...

t' "''''' 'Q''' " .:"",~,,~ ,,
t., ." -':!oJ, "
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,iL e ItE't"" Fl 6 1S it. J!J:!8J2ttlllH

d. 1( : ) Page .1, Liuiduncc ~~clioll . Con side r as an additiona l po lky referenc e DoD Dire..-uv c
: Otltl. l :! th~{ ,1(' ~ i g l"l ;uCS resplll1sihili lics tor cou nterterro rism an,d ysis within Du D. The
r;lsS;I/!:": hdnw is of parucular inte rest. tho ugh it is from a Directive revision d.ucd l ~ ,\ Ul'us t
:!(X(I . ,\ c"mpM,lhle passage likely cxixtv fo r the versi olL o f the Drrccuvc in terce 1'1< \111 ';(Xl l·

~1XI.'.

I l ' ) "enclos ure -I' E-I. I I Estahlis h andop e rate a J,lilll Ill lcl li ~'I.'llee T a"l Force
fur ( 'omhatin!o! Tcrronsm (1)IAlJ1Tr·CT ) h' direct couecuon. cl\plllitatilll"l ,
all" lysi s. fusion. J Ill! d iss,' mirhltio n o f all-source ituclhgenc c ill support of O,ID
, 'Wl1Oati n:. tcrmriem operations. pla rming, ;.ItIJ policy, i nc \ud ll1 ~ J)t>J) AT
rcquir..-mems. The Jnr·lT serve, a' the single national-level. all-source fnre i1ltl
terrorism It\t..-lhgcncc effort within the Department ,,1' Dctcnee. To", J ITF·CT is
,k , i!!n"led to scrH' as th..' cent ral rel'l " illlTy or all foreign tcr mri vm-relatcd
intc ll i~enn' for the Department of Defense. ~lil i l ar y Dcp un mcm SCl·n'I , 'ti.:~ a nd
S,,'rl in' Chid, vhult ronduc tterrcnvm intc fhgcncc 'l. tivit ics "~<I elltltll<.lIl<.' m l)J ,'t'
in consooancc with till' JlTF cr."

c. (I T) Pupc '>, para I: Deletethe word "Senior" of "Senior Intelligence" inlines l. .~ , 10. Ill.
R,<I ion<lle The individual is mcorrccuy identified. He "a~" (j(i · U Intelhgcncc I\ n.d )' ~t

f. d I) I'a!o!,' \). paw I: Rr plac c Ill\: term · ' S rcdal ,,\ ~sl' '' t n..su'' wit h the word "memo" '" IIMl
the ra~ '''l!c I,'llds , "On Auuust '), :!lX I:!, ina memo. ·Jl Tf·CT Commentary: lr:l'! <llu l al­
QaiJ a..\ Lll iul! th..· Ca 'oC'.''' ' H'!' jonjl!r : A pas~<L~C incorrectly describe s a n f F·C r doc urncn t
as a '"Sp<.'l·jal A SSl' \ ' 1l1<:,1t : ' a unique and widely drvscminat...d product in JlTF·C r ., product
line. The document in question wa.' an infonn:d memo f'ITinterna l co nsumption. which is
"n ly m:uk d ear later t11 the parag raph

g. It ' ) I'agc 17 c ites a, re fe re nces the Phase J and Phase [I ssel rel"'m, (l' la" ili,,'d VCT, i'!llsl.
How ever. tlu: unclusvifsc d versions th,u were puhlicly re lea.'ed (;11IlI,' mpo r,ltll·"u.sly contain
mudl of Ihe vamc infor-n.uion.

h. (l TI Pa,~"s :! ~ 1-1 , TIll' report indlldrs'l copy of A"is1.lnl S""'fClary or11,: lc nsc fo r
Int,' IIl,lli,mill SeCllrilY,\ If airs (ASI)I IS,\ I memorandu m l.( l::Y( XI I IM ·NES ,\ . dat..,d 24 January
1l ~ ).l , II \~l lI1 S1 s ts of ,I ser ic.snf bullet, purportedly lislin1l itlld : i ~': llee related to "l ·Q"id•.tJraq
lin, s T h..-rc is no -onrcing fu r these bulle ts, Information ill "' I111' ofth .:- bull ets h found in
II::.: Ulld" SS lfi..·d wrsjulis " f the cited ssel rcJ'O:'1s . However. the ongtn of thc l1:formati un in
s," 'l'f,tI , 'I' the III J' Ullk m>\>, II. Theretore. UIA tll,,~ nut ha ve Ihe a llihoril>' '" ruakc a
dcic rmmanon no lhe cl.rvoficanon sl<llUsof Ihcse ucu». Jr the U"D IG . lhe Under SnTe!aTS
o f [)c f" l'I se for I'" lie y, " 1' an"ltK.'r deme nt can supply the "lllrCl' o f the bulle ts in qucsuon, .
D IA willbe ill a fl'l ~ ili" tl lll determine whether bullc rcd port ion is withi n DI.\ ' ~ [I" .... ...r h '
dccl.."ify. rf appropriate. Alternately. with the " ,U1\'C nf ttc inform.uion known. DJA -:an
Ida Illc [l o D IG !" the correct autho ruy. .-\I lhis po int. DIA lucks the llece ss"r y- information
III make a dcdassi fic at i~lll detc nn inatinll un thc m... momn dum.

2
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.' J!:~Jt[ 'F: if i f) I'll It! 4;;.h.J!t1Iuti

i. t l : l l ·il ~" 2'J, para .\: Delete the word "<,("n i" r" in lin" ~ , R ;H i lln il l ~ : The indiv idu:l1 i,
:m-,' rwclJ,' identified. He "'ii' iI (10 · 1) lmclligcncc Ana l ~ 'l

II ·) ..\l!ilcheJ " ;s copy of pa!!c_' ':D·2-1 , ASD/ISA memorandum I- 02/U1 1 1 6~-N F.SA. dated 24
JallllO, r}' :::~K ~ . lh"l indude, Inilrginal ruuc-, mlli.'ating Ihe dccl..."ifIcali"n filldinl!' rcgilrdillt: c,u.'h
hull.-l ,\ "1;" inthe il)arj!in imlk;,'n lile infllrmatinn h known robc in Ill<' uncla" lfin l SSe l
r"J"'rt. " I' tn .rn.uhcr pr,' villu' onk i,]1rc lt':!'C, " I' i" h} il...::lt. on Ihrl'ill "f (lilnla!-'<: 1<'nilli, 'nal
-ccuru y. There shou ld h,: 110 P IA llhJe<:l i"n 1{1 r<.'lea'e " f those f'< ,rti" ns m"rkd whh .. 111"1':' 0..1
..\ i' A n<1 lc "f .....xrrcc" .. in lhe m:.rj!m lIuJi':"le. lhJI the ,)rigin of the information ]. UI1~ 'WYd' .

It h thcrcfon- uncerta in whclh,'r 1>1,\ 1m, the authwily In Illllk,' u dcrcmuuation un tho.'

,' Ia, . iIi,'alilln 'lilrus (,I'1h",.... il,'lns

1cnclocun-
"I"pl,'rl,!i, F, ASl) il SA; I< ~ Sf'< 'O"'"

r.. j ) I:I'S f'{ ' [) EF lnll'Hry 1Sli:,\F ,

.I
IT lTrT'l 'nrnll? ' '1311J J R11111
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Ap pendix F. ASD(lSA) Response to Deputy
Secretary of Defense Inquiry (V )
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Team Members
The Department of Defense Office of the Deputy Inspector General for
Intelligence prepared this report. Personnel of the Department of Defense Office
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